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REMARKS 

The Final Office Action dated February 8, 2006 and the Advisory Action mailed April 
27, 2006 have been received and considered. In this submission pursuant to a Request for 
Continued Examination filed herewith, claims 12, 22-50 and 60-62 have been canceled without 
prejudice or disclaimer, claims 1, 51, and 66 have been amended, and new claims 79-84 have 
been added. Reconsideration of the outstanding rejections in the present application is 
respectfully requested based on the following remarks. 

Amendments to the Claims 

As indicated by the Office Action, claims 12-14 and 62-64 would be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form including the subject matter of any intervening claims. In the 
interest of placing the present application in better condition for consideration on appeal, claim 1 
has been amended to recite the additional subject matter of allowable claim 12 and claim 51 has 
been amended to recite all of the additional subject matter of allowable claim 62. In view of 
these amendments, it is submitted that claims 1 and 51 are allowable at least for the reasons that 
claims 12 and 62 are allowable. Claims 2-9, 11, 13-20, 52-59, 61, and 63-70 also are allowable 
at least by virtue of their dependency from one of allowable claims 1 and 51. 

New claims 79-84 have the same scope as previously presented claims 3, 7-9, 53, and 57- 
59, respectively. Accordingly, new claims 79-84 do not require additional searching or 
consideration on the part of the Office. Entry of these amendments therefore is respectfully 
requested. 

Enablement Rejection of Claims 11, 17-21, 61, and 67-70 

At page 2 of the Final Office Action, claims 1 1, 17-21, 61, and 67-70 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As stated by the M.P.E.P, 

[t]he purpose of the requirement that the specification describe the invention in 
such terms that one skilled in the art can make and use the claimed invention is to 
ensure that the invention is communicated to the interested public in a meaningful 
way. The information contained in the disclosure of an application must be 
sufficient to inform those skilled in the relevant art how to both make and use the 
claimed invention. However, to comply with 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, it is 



Page 10 



U.S. App. No.: 09/990,737 



PATENT 



not necessary to "enable one of ordinary skill in the art to make and use a 
perfected, commercially viable embodiment absent a claim limitation to that 
effect" CFMT f Inc. v. Yieldup Ml Corp., 349 F.3d 1333, 1338, 68 USPQ2d 
1940, 1944 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (an invention directed to a general system to improve 
the cleaning process for semiconductor wafers was enabled by a disclosure 
showing improvements in the overall system). Detailed procedures for making 
and using the invention may not be necessary if the description of the invention 
itself is sufficient to permit those skilled in the art to make and use the invention. 
A patent claim is invalid if it is not supported by an enabling disclosure. 

The enablement requirement of 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, is separate and 
distinct from the description requirement . Vas-Cath, Inc. v. Mahurkar, 935 F.2d 
1555, 1563, 19 USPQ2d 1111, 1116-17 (Fed. Cir. 1991) ("the purpose of the 
'written description 1 requirement is broader than to merely explain how to ! make 
and use 1 "). See also MPEP § 2161. Therefore, the fact that an additional limitation 
to a claim may lack descriptive support in the disclosure as originally filed does 
not necessarily mean that the limitation is also not enabled . In other words, the 
statement of a new limitation in and of itself may enable one skilled in the art to 
make and use the claim containing that limitation even though that limitation may 
not be described in the original disclosure. Consequently, such limitations must be 
analyzed for both enablement and description using their separate and distinct 
criteria. 

Furthermore, when the subject matter is not in the specification portion of the 
application as filed but is in the claims, the limitation in and of itself may enable 
one skilled in the art to make and use the claim containing the limitation . When 
claimed subject matter is only presented in the claims and not in the specification 
portion of the application, the specification should be objected to for lacking the 
requisite support for the claimed subject matter using Form Paragraph 7.44. See 
MPEP § 2163.06. This is an objection to the specification only and enablement 
issues should be treated separately . 

M.P.E.P. § 2164 (emphasis added). 

With respect to the burden on the Examiner for a rejection based on the enablement 
requirement, the M.P.E.P. provides that 

[b]efore any analysis of enablement can occur, it is necessary for the examiner to 
construe the claims. For terms that are not well-known in the art, or for terms that 
could have more than one meaning, it is necessary that the examiner select the 
definition that he/she intends to use when examining the application, based on 
his/her understanding of what applicant intends it to mean, and explicitly set forth 
the meaning of the term and the scope of the claim when writing an Office action. 
See Genentech v. Wellcome Foundation, 29 F.3d 1555, 1563-64, 31 USPQ2d 
1161, 1167-68 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 
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In order to make a rejection, the examiner has the initial burden to establish a 
reasonable basis to question the enablement provided for the claimed invention . In 
re Wright, 999 F.2d 1557, 1562, 27 USPQ2d 1510, 1513 (Fed. Cir. 1993) 
(examiner must provide a reasonable explanation as to why the scope of 
protection provided by a claim is not adequately enabled by the disclosure). A 
specification disclosure which contains a teaching of the manner and process of 
making and using an invention in terms which correspond in scope to those used 
in describing and defining the subject matter sought to be patented must be taken 
as being in compliance with the enablement requirement of 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, unless there is a reason to doubt the objective truth of the statements 
contained therein which must be relied on for enabling support. Assuming that 
sufficient reason for such doubt exists, a rejection for failure to teach how to make 
and/or use will be proper on that basis. In re Marzocchi, 439 F.2d 220, 224, 169 
USPQ 367, 370 (CCPA 1971). As stated by the court, "it is incumbent upon the 
Patent Office, whenever a rejection on this basis is made, to explain why it doubts 
the truth or accuracy of any statement in a supporting disclosure and to back up 
assertions of its own with acceptable evidence or reasoning which is inconsistent 
with the contested statement . Otherwise, there would be no need for the applicant 
to go to the trouble and expense of supporting his presumptively accurate 
disclosure." 439 F.2d at 224, 169 USPQ at 370. 

According to In re Bowen, 492 F.2d 859, 862-63, 181 USPQ 48, 51 (CCPA 
1974), the minimal requirement is for the examiner to give reasons for the 
uncertainty of the enablement . This standard is applicable even when there is no 
evidence in the record of operability without undue experimentation beyond the 
disclosed embodiments. See also In re Brana, 51 F.3d 1560, 1566, 34 USPQ2d 
1436, 1441 (Fed. Cir. 1995) (citing In re Bundy, 642 F.2d 430, 433, 209 USPQ 
48, 51 (CCPA 1981)) (discussed in MPEP § 2164.07 regarding the relationship of 
the enablement requirement to the utility requirement of 35 U.S.C. 101). 

While the analysis and conclusion of a lack of enablement are based on the factors 
discussed in MPEP § 2164.01(a) and the evidence as a whole, it is not necessary 
to discuss each factor in the written enablement rejection. The language should 
focus on those factors, reasons, and evidence that lead the examiner to conclude 
that the specification fails to teach how to make and use the claimed invention 
without undue experimentation, or that the scope of any enablement provided to 
one skilled in the art is not commensurate with the scope of protection sought by 
the claims. This can be done by making specific findings of fact, supported by the 
evidence, and then drawing conclusions based on these findings of fact . For 
example, doubt may arise about enablement because information is missing about 
one or more essential parts or relationships between parts which one skilled in the 
art could not develop without undue experimentation. In such a case, the examiner 
should specifically identify what information is missing and why one skilled in 
the art could not supply the information without undue experimentation. See 
MPEP § 2164.06(a). References should be supplied if possible to support a prima 
facie case of lack of enablement, but are not always required. In re Marzocchi, 
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439 F.2d 220, 224, 169 USPQ 367, 370 (CCPA 1971). However, specific 
technical reasons are always required . 

M.P.E.P. § 2 1 64.04 (emphasis added). 

With respect to the Examiner's burden under a rejection based on the written description 
requirement, the M.P.E.P. provides 

The inquiry into whether the description requirement is met must be determined 
on a case-by-case basis and is a question of fact. In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257, 
262, 191 USPQ 90, 96 (CCPA 1976). A description as filed is presumed to be 
adequate, unless or until sufficient evidence or reasoning to the contrary has been 
presented by the examiner to rebut the presumption . See, e.g., In re Marzocchi, 
439 F.2d 220, 224, 169 USPQ 367, 370 (CCPA 1971). The examiner, therefore, 
must have a reasonable basis to challenge the adequacy of the written description. 
The examiner has the initial burden of presenting by a preponderance of evidence 
why a person skilled in the art would not recognize in an applicant's disclosure a 
description of the invention defined by the claims . Wertheim, 541 F.2d at 263, 
191 USPQ at 97. 

M.P.E.P. § 2163.04 (emphasis added). 

With regard to the subject matter of claims 11,17-21,61 and 67-70, the Final Office 
Action asserts that "[t]he Specification lacks written description for'\the claimed features. 
However, the Final Office Action rejects these claims under the enablement requirement of 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, rather than the written description requirement this section of 35 
U.S.C. See Final Office Action, section 3. As noted above, "the enablement requirement of 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, is separate and distinct from the [written] description requirement." 
M.P.E.P. § 2164 (citing Vas-Cath 3 Inc. v. Mahurkar)(empha.sis added). Thus, it is respectfully 
submitted that the Final Office Action errs in its assertion that claims 1 1, 17-21, 61 and 67-70 
fail to comply with the enablement requirement solely on the basis of an alleged lack of written 
description. Nevertheless, in an effort to advance the present application, the Office's informal 
written description discussion is addressed in the following. However, should the Office intend 
to issue a formal written description requirement rejection even in view of the ample evidence of 
sufficient written description provided below, the Applicants note that this would be a new 
grounds of rejection and another Office Action therefore should be issued. 
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Turning to the present application, claim 17 recites the features of wherein: the 
quantization ratio includes a first constant value when the expected amount of video data is 
greater than a first indicator; the quantization ratio includes a second constant value when the 
expected amount of video data is less than the first indicator and greater than a second indicator; 
and the quantization ratio is determined from a non-linear function when the expected amount of 
video data is less than the second indicator. Claims 21 and 67 recite similar features. Referring 
to Figure 5 and its corresponding passage, the present application teaches that the fullness of the 
video buffer is compared to a first indicator value X (e.g., the claimed "first indicator") at sub- 
step 530 and to a second indicator value Z (e.g., the claimed "second indicator") at sub-step 540. 
Present Application, p. 13, lines 1-2 and 23-25. In the event that the buffer fullness is less than 
the first indicator value X and greater than the second indicator value Z, the quantization ratio is 
set to a constant value Y (e.g., the claimed "second constant value") at subset 535 and is not 
further modified at sub-steps 550 and 555. Id, p. 13, lines 4-6 and 26-29. In the event that the 
buffer fullness is greater than the first indicator value X (e.g., greater than the first indicator), the 
quantization ratio "can be set as high as necessary (e.g., larger than 1.0) at sub-steps 515 and/or 
525 to avoid overflow of the target video buffer" (e.g., set to the claimed "first constant value," 
where the first constant value is the maximum or "high as necessary" quantization ratio value). 
Id, p. 13, lines 14-18. In the event that the buffer fullness is less than the second indicator value 
Z (e.g., less than the second indicator), the non-linear function at p. 14, line 1 is applied to the 
quantization ratio in sub-step 545. Id., p. 13, line 26 - p. 14, line 16. 

Thus, as described above, the detailed description section of the present application 
provides sufficient written description for the claimed subject matter. Moreover, the Applicants 
note that the claims are part of the specification and therefore can provide written description 
support. With respect to claims 17, 21 and 67, the text of these claims is self-explanatory and 
unambiguous and therefore the claims themselves provide sufficient written description even if it 
was assumed, arguendo, that there is an absence of sufficient written description in the detailed 
description section of the present application. 

Claims 18 and 68 recite the features of wherein the first indicator is a buffer fullness 
value of 75% +/-1% of a maximum buffer fullness and claims 19 and 69 recite the features of 
wherein the second indicator is a buffer fullness value of 20% +/- 1% of a maximum buffer 



Page 14 



U.S. App. No.: 09/990,737 



PATENT 



fullness. Claim 20 and 70 recite a particular equation that can be used as the non-linear function 
feature of claims 18 and 67. The passage of the present application at page 13, lines 19-26 
discloses the claimed features of claims 18, 19, 68 and 69 and the passage at page 14, line 1-16 
discloses the claimed features of claims 20 and 70. Moreover, the text of claims 18-20 and 68- 
70 is self-explanatory and unambiguous and these claims themselves provide sufficient written 
description even if it is assumed, arguendo, that there is an absence of sufficient written 
description in the detailed description section of the present application. 

As the discussion above illustrates, the Applicants have demonstrated that there is 
sufficient written description and enablement for the claimed subject matter of pending claims 
17-21 and 67-70. In contrast, the Office has not provided sufficient support for its assertion that 
claims 17-21 do not have sufficient written description and enablement. As noted above, the 
burden lies on the Office to establish a reasonable basis to question the enablement provided for 
the claimed invention. In re Wright, 999 F.2d 1557. With respect to the written description 
requirement, "[t]he examiner has the initial burden of presenting by a preponderance of evidence 
why a person skilled in the art would not recognize in an applicant's disclosure a description of 
the invention defined by the claims." M.P.KP. § 2163.04 (citing Wertheim, 541 F.2d at 263, 191 
USPQ at 97). It is respectfully submitted that the Office has failed to meet either burden. At 
page 4, the Final Office Action makes the general assertion that the present application lacks 
written description for specific claim features, but the Final Office Action fails to provide any 
rationale or evidence in support of the enablement rejection of these claims. Rather, at page 3, 
the Final Office Action merely states that the specification has been reviewed in light of the 
Applicants' previous comments and the Examiner remains unable to find adequate written 
description for the subject matter of the rejected claims. The mere statement that written 
description is lacking for these claims, without more, would hardly be considered a 
preponderance of evidence in support of a written description rejection. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully submitted that the Office has failed establish a prima facie case for its assertion that 
the present application is lacking enablement or sufficient written description for pending claims 
17-21 and 67-70. 
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In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the enablement/written 
description rejection is improper. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection therefore is 
respectfully requested. 

Indefinite Rejection of Claims 66-70 

At page 4 of the Final Office Action, claims 66-70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite. Claim 66 has been amended consistent with the 
Examiner's suggestion. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection therefore is 
respectfully requested. 

Anticipation Rejection of Claims 1-8, 51-57, and 59 

At page 5 of the Final Office Action, claims 1-8, 51-57, and 59 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Furukawa (U.S. Patent No. 6,834,080). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

As noted above, claim 1 has been amended to recite additional subject matter from 
allowable claim 12 and claim 51 has been amended to recite additional subject matter from 
allowable claim 62. Claims 1 and 51 therefore are allowable for at least the same reasons that 
claims 12 and 62 are allowable. Claims 2-8, 52-57 and 59 also are allowable at least by virtue of 
their dependency from one of claims 1 and 5 1 . 

New claim 79 has the same scope as previously presented claim 3. Claim 79 recites the 
feature of wherein a first quantization value is received from a source of a first macroblock. 
With respect to claim 3, the Final Office Action asserts that element 32 of Figure 1 of Furukawa 
discloses this claimed feature. Furukawa teaches that element 32 is an "encoded parameter 
generator 32" that generates encoded parameters 131, which include a quantization width QP. 
See, e.g., Furukawa, col. 5, lines 43-51. However, Furukawa fails to disclose that the encoded 
parameter generator 32 is a source of a first macroblock as recited in claim 79 (previous claim 3). 
Thus, even if it is assumed, arguendo, that the quantization width QP is the claimed first 
quantization value, Furukawa fails to disclose, or even suggest, that a first quantization value is 
received from a source of a first macroblock as recited by claim 79. Furukawa therefore fails to 
disclose each and every feature recited by claim 79. 
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New claims 80 and 81 have the same scope as previously presented claims 7 and 8, 
respectively. With respect to claim 7, the Final Office Action asserts that element 21 of Figure 1 
of Furukawa discloses the claimed feature of wherein an expected amount of video data in a 
video buffer is determined based on a modeling of the video buffer. The Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Furukawa discloses a technique whereby a video signal 101 is encoded twice. The video 
feature calculator 31 calculates particular video feature amounts 130 for the video file and the 
encoded parameter generator 32 generates encoded parameters 13 1, including a frame rate FR 
and a quantization width QP, based on the video feature amounts. Furukawa, col. 5, lines 9-50. 
During the first encoding, the video signal 101 is encoded based on the generated encoded 
parameters 131 and the resulting encoded bit stream 1 1 1 is stored in the buffer 21. Id, col. 5, 
line 52 to col. 6, line 2. Further, the number-of-encoded-bit-determination section 33 determines 
a shortage or excess of bits by comparing the number of generated bits 133 of the encoded bit 
stream 1 1 1 with a target number of bits 134 provided by a user. Id. col. 6, lines 3-6. The 
encoded parameter corrector 34 modifies the encoded parameters 131 and the video signal 101 is 
encoded a second time using the modified encoded parameters 131. Id., col. 6, lines 6-8. If the 
difference between the number of generated bits 133 of the encoded bit stream 1 1 1 resulting 
from the second encoding is within a threshold of the target number of bits 134, the encoded bit 
stream 1 1 1 is output from the buffer 21 as encoded output 200. Id., col. 6, lines 9-22. 

In view of the above-described technique, the Final Office Action asserts that the number 
of bits 133 

represents the buffer delay value, which is based on a number of frames stored in 
video buffer 21 and is determined on a modeling of the video buffer, and the 
expected amount of video data output from the video buffer 21 is determined 
based on a modeling of the video buffer (see column 5, lines 51-60, column 6, 
lines 3-8). In other words, since the expected amount of video data output from 
the video buffer 21 is dependent on the [number of ]generated bits 133 meeting a 
certain criteria (see column 6, lines 9-22, column 11, lines 47-63, column 12, lines 
26-34), Furukara anticipates the features of wherein the expected amount of video 
data is determined based on a modeling of the video buffer . 

Final Office Action, p. 12. 
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The Applicants respectfully disagree. As a first issue, the number of generated bits 133 is 
the size of the encoded bit stream 1 1 1 stored in the buffer 21 and output as the encoded output 
200, so the number of generated bits 133 is the "amount of video data output from the video 
buffer 21" once the decision is made to output the encoded bit stream 1 1 1 based on the threshold 
comparison of the number of generated bits 133 to the target number of bits 134. Thus, the 
number of generated bits 133 is the actual amount of video data in the buffer 21, rather than an 
expected amount of video data in a video buffer as provided by claim 80. 

As a second issue, Furukawa fails to disclose that the number of generated bits 133 (i.e., 
the amount of data in the buffer 21) is determined based on a modeling of the buffer 21 . As will 
be appreciated from the exemplary definitions provided as Appendix A in the previous 
Response, a model is a representation or theoretical construct of something, so one of ordinary 
skill in the art will appreciate that a modeling of a video buffer includes the use of a 
representation or theoretical construct of the video buffer. Furukawa fails to disclose or suggest 
that the number of generated bits 133 (i.e., the amount of data in the buffer 21) is determined 
based on a representation or theoretical construct of the buffer 21. In fact, Furukawa fails to 
disclose that the buffer 21 is considered in any manner other than to simply store the encoded bit 
stream 1 1 1 until it is enabled for output as encoded output 200. Accordingly, as Furukawa 
discloses that the number of generated bits 133 is the actual, rather than expected, amount of 
video data in the buffer 21 and as Furukawa fails to disclose, or even suggest, a modeling of the 
buffer 21, Furukawa fails to disclose, or even suggest, the claimed feature of wherein the 
expected amount of video data in the video, buffer is based on a modeling of the video buffer as 
recited by claim 80. 

Dependent claim 81 has the same scope as claim 8. Claim 81 recites the additional 
features of wherein the modeling of the video buffer includes determining a fullness of the video 
buffer based on a difference between an input rate and an output rate. As noted above, the Office 
considers the buffer 21 of Figure 1 of Furukawa to be equivalent to the claimed video buffer 
feature. However, as also noted above, Furukawa discloses only that the buffer 21 is used to 
stored the encoded bit stream 1 1 1 before it is output as encoded output 200. Thus, while 
Furukawa discloses the determination of the actual amount of data input into the buffer 21 (i.e., 
the number of generated bits 133), Furukawa fails to disclose an input rate or an output rate for 
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the encoded bit stream 111 with respect to the buffer 21 and therefore fails to disclose a 
difference between an input rate and an output rate. Furukawa therefore necessarily fails to 
disclose that the fullness of the buffer 21 is based on a difference between an input rate and an 
output rate as provided by claim 81. 

New claims 83 and 84 recite similar subject matter as claims 80 and 81, respectively. 
Furukawa therefore fails to disclose each and every feature recited by these claims for at least the 
same reasons as provided with respect to claims 83 and 84. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the anticipation rejection is 
improper. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection therefore is respectfully requested. 

Obviousness Rejection of Claims 9 and 58 

At page 7 of the Final Office Action, claims 9 and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Furukawa in view of Legall (U.S. Patent No. 5,929,916). 
This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As noted above, claims 9 and 58 depend from allowable claims 1 and 51, respectively, 
and therefore are allowable at least by virtue of this dependency. 

New claims 82 and 84 have the same scope as previously presented claims 9 and 58. 
Claims 82 and 84 recite the feature of wherein modeling of the video buffer includes using a 
VBV buffer model. The Final Office Action asserts that Legall discloses a VBV buffer model 
and one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to implement the VBV buffer model in 
the system of Furukawa to arrive at each and every feature of previously presented claim 9 (and 
new claim 74). Specifically, the Final Office Action acknowledges that neither Furukawa nor 
Legall specifically suggest their combination but then appears to assert that the motivation to 
combine Furukawa and Legall can be gleaned from the knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the 
art. See Final Office Action, p. 1 3. More specifically, the Final Office Action asserts that "it is 
nevertheless considered obvious to provide the VBV buffer modeling system of Legall as part of 
the video encoding as shown in Figure 1 of Furukawa for the purposes of VBV buffer occupancy 
level control of the output buffer of a video encoder thereby preventing overflows and 
underflows." Id. It is respectfully submitted that the Office errs in its assumption of the 
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knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art with respect to the combination of the teachings of 
Furukawa and Legall. 

As demonstrated by the statements at pages 13 and 14 of the Final Office Action, the 
Office proposes using the VBV buffer modeling system of Legall to model the output buffer of 
the video encoder of Furukawa. One of ordinary skill in the art will recognize, however, that 
VBV buffer modeling is used to model the input buffer of a video decoder . As discussed in the 
documents provided as Appendix B of the previous Response, it typically is assumed that a video 
encoder system will not have means to directly determine the fullness state of the input buffer of 
the video decoder that is receiving the encoded output of the video encoder. Thus, VBV buffer 
modeling is used at the video encoder to create a representation or theoretical construct of the 
input buffer of the video decoder so that the video encoder can throttle its output based on any 
expected underflows or overflows of the input buffer of the video decoder that are determined 
from the VBV buffer model. The teachings of Legall are consistent with this description. See, 
e.g., Legall, col. 4, lines 15-23 (stating "the encoder maintains a model of the decoder buffer . 
This model maintained by the encoder is known as the video buffer verifier (VBV) buffer. The 
VBV buffer models the decoder buffer occupancy")(emphasis added). 

In the system of Furukawa, the video encoder has direct access to the buffer 21 and 
therefore directly determines the actual fullness state of the buffer 21 as the number of generated 
bits 133. Thus, in view of the direct buffer access afforded by Furukawa, in view of the well- 
known use of VBV buffer modeling to model the input buffer of a video decoder, and in view of 
the fact that Furukawa fails to disclose a video decoder and its input buffer, the knowledge of 
one of ordinary skill in the art would provide no suggestion for the use of the VBV decoder 
buffer modeling of Legall to model the video encoder buffer of Furukawa. Accordingly, the 
Final Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for claims 82 and 84 in 
view of Furukawa and Legall. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the obviousness rejection is 
improper. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection therefore is respectfully requested. 
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Obviousness Rejection of Claims 10, 15, 16, 60, 65, and 66. 

At page 7 of the Final Office Action, 10 5 15, 16, 60, 65, and 66 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Furukawa in view of Kan (Low-Complexity and 
Low-Delay Video Transcoding for Compressed MPEG-2 Bit stream). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

Claims 10, 15, 16 depend from allowable claim 1 and claims 60, 65 and 66 depend from 
allowable claim 51. Claims 10, 15, 16, 60, 65 and 66 therefore are allowable at least by virtue of 
this dependency. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection therefore is respectfully 
requested. 

Conclusion 

The Applicants respectfully submit that the present application is in condition for 
allowance, and an early indication of the same is courteously solicited. The Examiner is 
respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by telephone at the below listed telephone 
number in order to expedite resolution of any issues and to expedite passage of the present 
application to issue, if any comments, questions, or suggestions arise in connection with the 
present application. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees that may be required, or credit 
any overpayment, to Deposit Account Number 50-1835. 

Respectfully submitted, 



LARSON NEWMAN ABEL POLANSKY & WHITE, LLP 
5914 West Courtyard Dr., Suite 200 
Austin, Texas 78730 
(512) 439-7100 (phone) 
(512) 439-7199 (fax) 
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